fied for a value of the feature [N] .1 ciples should be analyzed as adjectives. One support for this claim is the overlap in distribution of adjectives and passive participles in the following environments.
( (Freidin (1975: 397) ) However, contrary to what we would expect if all passive participles were indeed adjectives, there are passive participles which exhibit nonadjectival behavior. As noticed by Wasow 1977 , some passive participles may be followed by NP objects or predicative expressions which never appear directly after adjectives in PE.
(2) a. Bill was told the story. b. Sue was sent the letter. (3) a. John is considered a fool. b. Mary was elected President. c. *John is obvious President. d. *Mary was happy President. (Wasow (1977: 341, 344 )) Furthermore, as noticed by Stowell 1981 , unlike adjectives, passive participles are not subject to the rule of of-insertion.
(4) a. Everyone is fearful of these snakes. b. These snakes were feared by everyone. c. *Everyone was feared of these snakes. d. *There was feared of these snakes. e. *It was feared of these snakes. (Stowell (1981: 47 )) These differences of behavior suggest that some passive participles are not adjectives.
Let us now turn to Wasow's 1977 analysis. The distinction between lexical and transformational rules plays a crucial role in his argument. The following five criteria have been established for distinguishing between lexical and transformational rules. (Wasow (1977: 331) ) Wasow argues that the grammar of PE includes both a lexical and a transformational passive rule. Passive participles which exhibit all or some of the following adjectival characteristics are analyzed as adjectives: prenominal position, appearance as complements to verbs like act, look, and seem, prefixing of negative un-, and degree modification by very (without much).2 2 As to last diagnostic, much is obligatory in (a) but impossible in (b). (Wasow (1977: 338-40) ) By criterion 2, the rule which derives adjectival passive must be lexical since lexical rules, but not transformations, can change grammatical categories. On the other hand, by criterion 3, there must be a transformational passive rule: though the subject of the passive usually corresponds to the direct object of the active, in passives of the 'accusative subject' construction, passives of idiom chunks, and passives of verbs like help and thank, the derived subject cannot be the underlying direct object.3 (Wasow (1977: 342, 344, 345) ) Passive participles which are transformationally derived remain verbs since transformations, unlike lexical rules, do not change node labels. Thus they can be followed by NP objects or predicative expressions as examples (2-3)a, b show.
(a) John very *(much) respects your family. (b) John is very (*much) fond of your family. (Wasow (1977: 340) ) According to Wasow, the optionality of much in 6d follows from the derivational ambiguity: when the passive is lexically derived, the participle is an adjective, and therefore much is excluded; when the passive is transformationally derived, the participle remains a verb, and therefore much is obligatory.
According to Wasow's analysis, transformational passives, i.e. passives of double object constructions, passives of the 'accusative subject' construction, passives of idiom chunks, passives of verbs like help and thank, and passives followed by predicative expressions should not exhibit adjectival properties cited above. Contrary to this expectation, it has been noticed that passives of the 'accusative subject' construction, passives of verbs like help and thank, and passives followed by predicative expressions may appear in adjectival environments.4 (8) Passives of the 'accusative subject' construction: a. John seems expected to win. (Lightfoot (1981: 94) ) b. Bill seems proved to be a spy. c. The story remains denied to be true.
(Amano (1980: 42)) d. ?John seems widely believed to be a fool. (Fabb (1984: 156) ) (9) Passives of verbs like help and thank: a. He seems aided by his ignorance of the subject. b. He seems helped by his experience. (Fabb (1984: 155) ) c. I remain unthanked for my effort. d. an unaided survey e. an unfairly helped pupil (Fabb (1984: 168) ) (10) Passives followed by predicative expressions: a. Mary seems widely considered a fool. b. Perry seems generally thought insipid. c. ?He remains unproclaimed king. (Fabb (1984: 156) ) d. Edward already acts ordained a deacon. e. John sounds elected President. (Lightfoot (1979: 100)) 4 Appearance as left dislocated elements in 'though preposing' sentences has been taken by some linguists as a diagnostic of adjectival status. Passives of double object constructions and passives of the 'accusative subject' construction appear in this position.
(a) Given a toy though the baby was, the brat still cried anyway.
(b) Expected to win though he was, McEnroe was beaten in the early rounds. (Weinberg (1987: 185) ) However, Weinberg 1987 casts doubt on the feasibility of this test as a diagnostic for adjectival status.
Examples like 9 could be subsumed under the lexical passive rule if its scope is extended so that it relates the indirect object of actives to the subject of passives. Since indirect objects are present in the subcategorization frames just like direct objects, they are in principle accessible to lexical operations. However, sentences like 8 and 10 must be derived transformationally: in passives of the 'accusative subject' construction and passives followed by predicative expressions, the derived subjects correspond to the underlying subjects of the embedded clauses, and the subject of embedded clause is not present in the sub categorization frame of the main verb.5 Wasow's analysis, which clearly dichotomizes passive participles, does not allow transformational passives to exhibit adjectival properties, and therefore wrongly excludes sentences like 8 and 10. Now let us turn to OE passive participles. As noticed by Lieber 1979, OE passive participles also exhibit both adjectival and verbal properties. They occur in prenominal position like adjectives, and inflect in the same way as adjectives do. (11) (Hatori (1982: 174 )) The passive participles, gecigde in 17a and gefremede in 17b, are accompanied by predicative expressions. In this respect, they must be analyzed as verbal. On the other hand, they have plural endings agreeing with their subjects, and therefore they must also be analyzed as adjectival. Examples like 17 are thus incompatible with an analysis which dichotomizes passive participles and does not allow them to exhibit adjectival and verbal properties at the same time.
(1981: 54f.) that whereas lexical passive participles are adjectives with ordinary feature specification [+V, +N], transformational passive participles are neutralized verb-adjectives with the feature specification [+V] . The neutralization analysis has been extended to all passive participles by free to occur in environments appropriate for either verbs or adjectives, and there is no clear-cut distinction between lexical adjectival passives and transformational verbal passives. These facts suggest that Hoekstra's position is correct.6
In this section, the Case assignment properties of passive participles will be considered.7 It will be shown that passive participles can assign inherent Case but not structural objective Case, and therefore they should be analyzed as [+V] , unspecified for a value of the feature [N], according to the theory of Case proposed by Chomsky 1981 and elaborated by Riemsdijk 1983 and Kemenade 1987 . 6 Chomsky (1981 This account is incompatible with our position. In fact, we can take the phenomena illustrated in (a) and (b) as the results of semantic restrictions: complements of seem must be gradable; complements of have must be non-stative. (c)
The music seems nice/*choral. (Bolinger (1972: 77) 
Donald had Paula learn/*know the score of Beethoven's Fifth. (Baron (1974: 320 )) The ungrammatical passive phrases in (a) refer to events. Since, as Freidin (1975: 399) says, events are not conceived of by degrees, passive phrases which refer to events cannot appear as complements of seem. On the other hand, the ungrammatical passive phrases in (b) express a state, and therefore are incompatible with the semantic restriction on complements of have. French is him not-fluent (Riemsdijk (1983: 225-6 )) It has been suggested by Chomsky (1981: 50) (Platzack (1983: 41 )) The fact that languages like Dutch and Swedish have transitive adjectives is also problematic to Emonds' 1985 account by empty P structure like 23.
(23) (Emonds (1985: 227)) receive Case by being objects of lexically empty structural P. The empty P is allowed to remain empty throughout the transformational derivation by the Invisible Category Principle 24, where a category C is morphologically transparent in XP if and only if the rules of morphology of a language yield a productive number of pairs of minimal XP which differ phonologically only by virtue of whether XP contains C (Emonds (1985: 222) ).
(24) Invisible Category Principle: An obligatory closed category B (such as a SP (X) or P) with a feature C may remain empty throughout a derivation if C is morphologically transparent in a phrasal sister of B. (Emonds (1985: 227) (Riemsdijk (1983: 235) ) Similar parallelism between AP and VP can be found in Dutch, a language with an impoverished morphological case system. Dutch verbs have the following properties.
(29) i. Verbs are base-generated in the VP-final position.
ii. PP, but not NP, can be extraposed over V. Dutch adjectives also can follow their complements as examples in 30 show.
(30) a. dat hij dat gezeur moe is that he that drivel weary is (Hoekstra (1984: 26) ) As exemplified in 31, PP complements, but not NP complements, can be extraposed over AP-final A.
(31) PP: a. dat hij op zijn vrouw gek is that he about his wife crazy is b. dat hij gek op zijn vrouw is that he crazy about his wife is NP: c. dat hij dat gezeur moe is that he that drivel weary is d. *dat hij moe dat gezeur is that he weary that drivel is (Hoekstra (1984: 26) ) Thus, the neutralization analysis is corroborated in a language with an
